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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments filed on page 2, paragraph 3, and page 3, paragraphs 1-3 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant has not clearly set 
forth what is intended by the limitation of a fob, so examiner applied the common 
usage of the word. A fob is commonly defined as, 

fob (fob) noun 

A small pocket at the front waistline of a man's trousers or in the front of a vest, 
used especially to hold a watch. 

Thus a watch that goes into the fob pocket is called a fob watch, and a chain attached 
to the watch would be called a fob chain. The use of the word fob has come to include 
anything that is portable and can be placed in a pocket. 

The prior art in Churtorash (U.S. 6,144,1 14) clearly shows a personal data assistant 
PDA for accomplishing the same task set forth by the applicant. PDA's are known to be 
small, handheld, and fit in pockets thus meeting all the limitations as set forth for fobs. 

In addition, a change in size or shape of an object that does not provide an 
unforeseen advantage over the prior art does not constitute a new invention. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
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references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this Applicant has argued 
on page 3, paragraph 4, that Namba et al. (U.S. 5,884,249) is non-analogous art and 
that there could be no suggestion to combine any features with Churtorash. As set forth 
on page 5 of the rejection sent on 12/19/03 the examiner states that Churtorash teaches 
of using voice recognition software in a PDA but fails to detail how to accomplish such a 
task (Col 3, lines 19-25). Namba teaches more fully how to execute a routine for using 
voice recognition software through the use of a PDA. It is the commonalities of voice 
recognition software implemented in a PDA that make Namba analogous art with 
Churtorash. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Applicant has 
argued on page 4, paragraph 1, that Kikinis et al. (U.S. 5,835,732) is non-analogous art 
and that there could be no suggestion to combine any features with Churtorash. As set 
forth on page 7 of the rejection sent on 12/19/03 the examiner states that Churtorash 
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teaches of a remote keyless entry system that uses a PDA (Col 1 , lines 17-19), and 
Kikinis suggests the use of a PDA to open other movable barriers such as garage doors 
(Col 16, lines 2-6). It is clear from the commonality of the choice of equipment and the 
direction to lock/unlock/operate movable barriers makes both Kikinis and Churtorash 
analogous art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



Claims 1-3, 9,13, 14, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Chutorash. 

In reference to claim 1 , Chutorash teaches of a remote keyless entry transmitter 
(74) for selectively controlling operation of at least one device comprising (devices to be 
controlled are 60, 68, 70): 

A microphone (46) mounted to the fob housing (22) for receiving a voice 
command. 

A processor connected to the microphone and arranged to detect and 
recognize the received voice command, wherein the processor is 
arranged to generate a control signal associated with the recognized voice 
command. (PDA transmits voice information collected from microphone 
46 to computer 38 to be translated into a control command (Col 3, lines 
19-25). Additionally, it is well known that PDA's have local processors). 
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A transmitter (74) responsive to the processor for transmitting the control 



signal to a receiver unit (72 or 76) to control operation of at least one 



device (60, 68, 70). 



In reference to claim 2, Chutorash teaches that the processor comprises a 
microprocessor programmed to recognize a received voice command and generate an 
associated control signal. (Col 3, lines 19-25, computer is programmed through 
software to enable the voice recognition). 

In reference to claim 3, Chutorash teaches that memory is connected to the 
processor for storing a table of key words, each of which is associated with a selected 
one of a plurality of control signals. (It is noted that computers have memory for storing 
programming and data information. In addition PDA contains memory 50 for holding 
information received from user or computer 38). 

In reference to claim 9, claim 1 is taught as above. Chutorash teaches that PDA 
device can be programmed to control a plurality of devices through the use of voice 
commands through control signals (Col 3, lines 19-29). 

In reference to claim 13, Chutorash teaches claim 13 similar to claim 1 above. In 
addition, Chutorash teaches that device to be controlled in the vehicle could be door 
locks and ignition (Col 1 , lines 11-18; Col 3, lines 62-65). 

In reference to claim 14, claim 13 is taught as above. Chutorash teaches of 
receiving a voice command associated with controlling operation of at least one device 
in addition to the vehicle lock (Col 3, lines 25-28 teach of additional devices to be 
controlled) and generating a control signal associated with the received keyword and 
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transmitting the control signal to control operation of the device (Col 3, lines 19-25, 
computer is programmed through software to enable the voice recognition). 

In reference to claim 18, Chutorash teaches of a microphone attached to the 
housing of the PDA and it is noted that PDA's contain processors of which Chutorash 
describes as having voice recognition software available to generate control signals 
associated with a voice command. Claim 18 is also taught similar to claim 1 . 

Thus Chutorash teaches all the limitations of claims 1-3, 9,13, 14, and 18. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 4-8, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chutorash in view of Namba et al. (heretofore Namba). 

In reference to claim 4, Chutorash teaches of using a PDA in conjunction with 
computer to perform voice recognition. Chutorash does not teach of how to learn new 
key words or store the learned key word in a table of associations with selected control 
signals. Namba suggests the use of voice recognition section (14,15,16) for use with a 
PDA (9) to associate control signals (11) with learned key words (10). It is felt that 
storing data in place of data already stored would be an obvious extension of many 
programmable systems including the invention disclosed in applicant's specification, in 
that without the ability to erase or re-write memory locations that such a system would 
eventually be rendered inoperable because of the lack of adaptability. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the teachings of Chutorash with the suggestions of Namba because Chutorash 
teaches of using voice commands through a PDA to control access to a vehicle and 
Namba teaches of a specific voice recognition system implementation in order to control 
other devices. In addition, Chutorash suggests that voice recognition software be used 
with his invention (Col 3, lines 19-25). 

In reference to claim 5, claim 3 is taught as above. Chutorash does not teach of 
the processor learning new key words, or storing the learned key word in the table in 
associations with a selected control signal. Namba suggests that voice recognition 
section (1) be arranged to information processing means (123) to learn/recognize a new 
keyword and store in the instruction information table (10) along with associating a 
selected control signal in the control information table (1 1 ). Namba suggests the use of 
a natural language voice recognizer for conversion of voice commands to syntax 
commands (Col 3, lines 4-14). 

In reference to claim 6, claim 1 is taught as above. Claim 6 is taught similar to 
claim 5 above. 

In reference to claim 7, claim 6 is taught as above. Chutorash does not teach of 
a programming switch located on the housing for initiating a learning mode for the 
processor. Namba suggests using a touch panel section (2) and a keyboard section (3) 
as inputs to the recognition result selecting section. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of invention to include on the PDA a push button or stylus 
for indicating to the processor that learning mode should be entered. 
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In reference to claim 8, claim 1 is taught as above. Chutorash does not teach 
that the processor is arranged to learn different authorized voice signatures. Namba 
suggests that recognition results be stored in a storage unit (Col 4, lines 10-15). It is 
clear that Namba's invention can have multiple users, each defined by recognition 
results that are stored in a table (10) of result values. 

In reference to claim 19, claim 18 is taught as above. Claim 19 is taught similar 
to claim 5 above. 

In reference to claim 20, claim 19 is taught as above. Claim 20 is taught similar 
to claim 5 

Thus, Chutorash and Namba teach all the limitations of claims 4-8, 19, and 20. 

Claims 10-12, and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chutorash in view of Kikinis et al. (heretofore Kikinis). 

In reference to claim 10, claim 9 is taught as above. Chutorash teaches of 
remote keyless entry systems controlled by vehicles computer (Col 1 , lines 17-19). 
Chutorash does not teach of controlling a garage door opener. Kikinis suggests the use 
of a PDA having enhanced host communication by which a garage door can be 
controlled through the use of the RF communications port (Col 16, lines 2-6). 

In reference to claim 1 1 , claim 9 is taught as above. Kikinis suggests controlling a 
garage doors, which are well known in the art to be attached to lighting systems that 
turn on during operation of the garage door and remain on for a period of time and often 
have the ability to turn the lights on without operation of the door. Thus, it would have 
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been obvious and within the scope of Kilinis's invention to have the ability to control the 
lighting operation of the garage door opener either through opening the door or 
operating the lighting function. 

In reference to claim 12, claim 9 is taught as above. Kikinis suggest controlling a 
security system (Col 16, lines 2-6). 

In reference to claim 15, claim 14 is taught as above. Claim 15 is taught similar 
to claim 10 above. 

In reference to claim 16, claim 14 is taught as above. Claim 16 is taught similar 
to claim 1 1 above. 

In reference to claim 17, claim 14 is taught as above. Claim 17 is taught similar 
to claim 12 above. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the teachings of Chutorash with the suggestions of Kikinis because Chutorash 
teaches of using a PDA as functional unit in a car security system and Kikinis suggests 
using a PDA for enhanced host communication. Both system share similarities in 
development platform and in remote entry and security, and Kikinis suggests that his 
device be used for communicating with an array of conventional appliances for remote 
control (Col 15, lines 60-65). 

Thus, Chutorash and Kikinis teach all the limitations of claims 10-12, and 15-17. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas L Linnenkamp whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-8701 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Horabik can be reached on (703) 305-4704. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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